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1. This action is responsive to the amendment and remarks filed on September 21, 2006. 

2. Claims 1, 3-9, 11, 13-20 and 31-32 are presented for examination and claims 2, 10 and 12 
are canceled. 

3. The text of those sections of Title 35, U.S. code not included in this office action can be 
found in a prior office action. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC 103 

4. Claims 1-5, 9 and 11-15 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Touboul, U.S. Patent 6,125,390 (hereinafter Touboul) and Jacobs, U.S. Patent 5,761,502 
(hereinafter Jacobs) in view of Dev et al, U.S. Patent 6,049,828 (hereinafter Dev). 

5. Touboul and Jacobs were cited in the last office action. 

6. As per claims 1, 9 and 1 1, Touboul taught the invention substantially as claimed for 
reporting the context of an alert condition, comprising: 

reporting an alert condition associated with a subject system object (col. 8, lines 10-12; 
col. 6, lines 54-61); 

analyzing the system objects associated with the alert condition to obtain context data 
(col. 5, lines 7-10; col. 4, lines 39-44; col. 7, lines 40-49); 



Application/Control Number: 10/091,065 
Art Unit: 2152 



Page 3 



generating a context message based on the context data (col. 5, lines 7-10; col. 7, lines 
40-49); and 

outputting the context message (col. 8, lines 31-34; col. 14, lines 6-7, 20-23). 

7. Touboul did not teach accessing a database to identify a group of system objects known 
to be associated with one another. Jacobs taught accessing a database to identify a group of 
system objects known to be associated with one another (col. 8, lines 5-7; col. 9, lines 9-14, 24- 
37; col. 14, lines 11-19); and identifying, from the group of system objects, a relevant system 
object that is known to be associated with the subject system object (col. 9, lines 48-54; col. 13, 
lines 8-63; col. 14, lines 38-53). 

8. It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention was made to combine the teachings of Touboul and Jacobs because Jacobs's teaching 
of accessing a database to identify a group of system object known to be associated with one 
another would increase the alertness of network management personnel by providing a view of 
the current state of the network that correlates related network events (col. 2, lines 29-65). 

9. Touboul and Jacobs did not teach receiving, in response to the reporting of the alert 
condition, a user-generated dialogue request requesting context data. Dev taught receiving, in 
response to the reporting of the alert condition, a user-generated dialogue request requesting 
context data (col. 8, lines 31-37); and the context message responsive to the user-generated 
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request dialogue (col. 8, lines 31-37; col. 15, lines 12-29). (dialogue request is interpreted as a 
user input requesting a machine response that form a "conversation") 

10. It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention was made to combine the teachings of Touboul, Jacobs, and Dev because Dev's 
teaching of a user-generated dialogue request would make it easier for user in Touboul' s and 
Jacobs' systems to request more information regarding an alarm condition. 

11. As per claims 3 and 13^ Touboul, Jacobs and Dev taught the invention substantially as 
claimed in claims 1 and 1 1 above. Touboul further taught wherein the analyzing includes 
determining properties of the subject system object (col. 7, lines 40-49). 

12. As per claims 4 and 14, Touboul, Jacobs and Dev taught the invention substantially as 
claimed in claims 1 and 1 1 above. Touboul further taught wherein analyzing includes 
determining a physical location of a component represented by the subject system object (col. 4, 
lines 39-44). 

13. As per claims 5 and 15, Touboul, Jacobs and Dev taught the invention substantially as 
claimed in claims; 1 and 1 1 above. Jacobs further taught wherein analyzing includes determining 
a logical relationship of a component represented by the subject system object to a component 
represented by the relevant system object (col. 13, lines 8-63; col. 14, lines 38-52). 
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14. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to combine the teachings of Touboul, Jacobs and Dev for the same reason set forth in 
claim 1 above. 

15. Claims 6 and 16 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Touboul, 
Jacobs and Dev in view of Cox, U.S. Patent 6,01 1,838 (hereinafter Cox). 

16. Cox was cited in the last office action. 

17. As per claims 6 and 16, Touboul, Jacobs and Dev taught the invention substantially as 
claimed in claims 1 and 1 1 above. Touboul, Jacobs and Dev did not teach determining a traffic 
load associated with the subject system object. Cox taught determining a traffic load associated 
with a system object (col. 3, lines 30-50). 

18. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to combine the teachings of Touboul, Jacobs, Dev and Cox because Cox's teaching of 
determining a traffic load would increase the efficiency of Touboul' s, Jacobs' s and Dev's 
systems by minimize the amount of failure cause by overloading a system object (col. 1, lines 
11-15). 

19. Claims 7 and 17 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Touboul, 
Jacobs and Dev in view of Grace, U.S. Patent 5,748,098 (hereinafter Grace). 
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20. Grace was cited in the last office action. 

21. As per claims 7 and 17, Touboul, Jacobs and Dev taught the invention substantially as 
claimed in claims 1 and 1 1 above. Touboul, Jacobs and Dev did not explicit teach a component 
that is dependent on a component represented by the subject system object. Grace taught 
wherein the relevant system object representing a component that is dependent on a component 
represented by the subject system object (col. 1, lines 40-56; col. 3, lines 5-15). 

22. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to combine the teachings of Touboul, Jacobs, Dev and Grace because Grace's teaching 
of relevant system object representing a component that is dependent on a component 
represented by the subject system object would increase efficiency of Touboul's, Jacobs's and 
Dev's systems by avoiding time wasted on investigating the sources of all the alert condition 
associated with dependent resources (col. 1, lines 40-56). 

23. Claims 8 and 18 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Touboul, 
Jacobs and Dev in view of Nishida, U.S. Patent 5,440,688 (hereinafter Nishida). 



24. Nishida was cited in the last office action. 



Application/Control Number: 10/091,065 Page 7 

Art Unit: 2152 

25. As per claims 8 and 18, Touboul, Jacobs and Dev taught the invention substantially as 
claimed in claims 1 and 18 above. Touboul, Jacobs and Dev did not teach wherein generating 
includes replacing quantifiable context data with a qualitative identifier. Nishida taught a similar 
invention wherein generating includes replacing quantifiable context data with a qualitative 
identifier (col. 3, lines 29-40). 

26. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to combine the teachings of Touboul, Jacobs, Dev and Nishida because Nishida' s 
teaching of replacing quantifiable context data with a qualitative identifier would increase the 
user alertness in Touboul's, Jacobs's and Dev's systems by allowing alarm with critical level 
being at the highest in the range of emergencies demanding immediate attention by the network 
management personnel (col. 3, lines 36-38). 

27. Claims 19-20 and 31-32 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Touboul, Jacobs and Dev in view of Fanshier et al, U.S. Patent 5,933,601 (hereinafter Fanshier). 

28. Fanshier was cited in the last office action 

29. As per claims 19 and 31, Touboul, Jacobs and Dev taught the invention substantially as 
claimed in claims 1 and 1 1 above. Touboul, Jacobs and Dev did not specifically detailing the 
relevant system object represents a sub-component of the subject system object. Fanshier taught 
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wherein the relevant system object represents a component that is a sub-component of a 
component represented by the subject system (fig. 3; col. 5, lines 15-41). 

30. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to combine the teachings of Touboul, Jacobs, Dev and Fanshier because Fanshier's 
teaching of the relevant system object represents a component that is a sub-component of a 
component represented by the subject system would increase the alertness of Touboul 's, Jacobs' s 
and Dev's systems by providing the relationship of components using an object-based 
presentation of components executed by each of the nodes within a network in a hierarchy form 
(col. 1, lines 36-44). 

31. As per claims 20 and 32, Touboul, Jacobs and Dev taught the invention substantially as 
claimed in claims 1 and 1 1 above. Touboul, Jacobs and Dev did not specifically detailing the 
relevant system object represents a grouping with the subject system object. Fanshier taught 
wherein the relevant system object represents a component that is in a grouping with a 
component represented by the subject system object (fig. 3; col. 5, lines 15-41). 

32. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to combine the teachings of Touboul, Jacobs, Dev and Fanshier because Fanshier's 
teaching of the relevant system object represents a component that is in a grouping with a 
component represented by the subject system object would increase the alertness of Touboul' s, 
Jacobs's and Dev's systems by providing the relationship of components using an object-based 
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presentation of components executed by each of the nodes within a network in a hierarchy form 
(col. 1, lines 36-44). 

CONCLUSION 

33. Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1, 3-9, 1 1, 12-20 and 31-32, filed 9/21/06, 
have been fully considered and are moot in view of new grounds of rejection. 

34. Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in this 
Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP § 706.07(a). 
Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 .136(a). A 
shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE MONTHS from 
the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO MONTHS of the 
mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after the end of the 
THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period will expire on 
the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be 
calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory 
period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. Any inquiry 
concerning this communication or earlier communications from the examiner should be directed 
to Philip C Lee whose telephone number is (571)272-3967. The examiner can normally be 
reached on 8 AM TO 5:30 PM Monday to Thursday and every other Friday. If attempts to reach 
the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's supervisor, Bunjob Jaroenchonwanit 
can be reached on (571) 272-3913. The fax phone number for the organization where this 
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application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. Information regarding the status of an 
application may be obtained from the Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. 
Status information for published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or 
Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR 
only. For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you 
have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic Business Center 
(EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 



PL. 




